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the extent to which private pronertv and the free market have heen
permitted to operate. The same goes for relativelv capitalistic
Taiwan, South Korea, Singanore, South Africa and Phodesia.

The impoverished condition of totalitarian states results
from the expropriation and discouragement of domestic private
capital accumulation and foreign investment. The recently formed
Marxist state of Bengladesh is a good examnle of the total break-
down of economic production under the looting and corruntion of
the ruling Awami lLeague. The government has natonalized 85% of the
non-agricultural industrv resulting in all-time lows in already
poor living standards.2! Onlv the reduction of government inter-
vention can resusitate the economv and can permit the end of socialist
chaos. Literally ten millions of mersons are dving each year of
starvation and malnutrition because of government intervention.

Hong Kong in contrast to Bengladesh, is a smashing success
precisely because government interference and bureaucratic parasitism
has been minimal. 1Its ner canita standard of living has doubled
since 1961 inspite of its lack of resources and having only 404
square miles (of which only 20% is usable for agricultural, residental
and manufacturing purposes) for 4.5 million inhabitants.““ According
to Mark Tier, editor of World ‘'onev Analvst, Hong Kong's growth
as '"the financial canital of Asia" results from lack of exchange
controls, government intervention and taxes. The basis for long
Kong's economic success can he summed as having no government
protected unions, no minimum wage laws, low taxes, little inter-
ference in the emplovment of labor, no harriers to starting a
business, restrictions on foreign investments, no tariffs, quotas
or subsidies. As Tier remarks, "The free market is the hest economic
system for any 'develoning' country.”23

Aside from the fact that central planning, and thus
government intervention in the market place cannot replace the
nricing mechanism of mass-level transactional choicemaking, the
attemnt to ingfitute this form of coercive statist intervention is
always unjust and detrimental to the economic and psychological
well-functioning of the peonle involved. Libertarianism recognizes
the psychological axiom that no conscious individual can long
maintain a sense of self esteem and incentive to create value when
he is compelled to he responsible for the actions and failings of
others.

Government intervention in the market nlace, aside from heing
nothing more than legitimized theft and extortion, forces the
intelligent, the industrions, the thrifty and the cautious to
suffer the penalties of the foolish, the lazv, the snendthrift, and
the foolhardy. Individuals in the market nlace suffer or henefit
from their own choices. Thev learn, or fail to learn, according
to their own capacity and disnosition. Central planning, and to a
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lesser extent the mixed economv, forces everv individual to suffer
the failings and mischoices of evervone else. (ne is penalized on

a graduated scale for being successful. One is made to pav in wavs
too numerous to identifv for the mistakes of others. An intelligent,
willing and efficient worker in a statist economv is truly a beast
of burden for everv malingering fool in "society.'" What solace is
there for this sacrificial animal of statism, this whinping boy of
altruist-collectivism: the ersatz esteem which comes of ''community
service," the cvnical nat-on-the-hack of his self-haling dependents,
and the sneering envy of every has-never-heen narasite who claims

a portion of his life by right. mme needs to look no further for
the cause of most of the nsvchological disorders in modern society,

Libertarianism means far more than mere political-economic
freedom. It means the onportunity to live as a full human heing for
every individual willing to rise to the task. Although individuals
would have the full right to live as they saw fit in a libertarian
society, providing thev did not seek to imnose their wavs on others
through the initiation of force, the demise of statism permits the
rise of a fully rational form of living. It would permit every
form of voluntary social and cultural exnmerimentation to exist.
Rather than the coercive homogenizing which presentlv takes nlace
in enforcing rigid forms of sexual interchanee and familial structures,
individuals could make whatever arrangements thev desired. Those
wishing to live under an authoritarian collectivism would be free
to do so, as long as everv nerson involved had voluntarilv entered
into the socialist state. TIndividuals and grouns could establish
any social order they desired on their own nroperty. The onlv basis
for police intervention would he the existence of a violation of
rights. Every form of religious and sectarian community could exist
unmolested.

A libertarian societv would he an extremely rich and
variagated culture. The diversity of individual life styvles and
groun innovation would he equalled onlv hv the economic-material
wealth of a free economy. Indoubtedlv there would remain conflict
and strife. There would he disputes and existence of criminal
activities--some of which conceivahble could reach a highlv organized
scale., The big difference would he the non-existence of the
biggest usurper of rational law: the State,

One does not have to look to the totalitarian regimes of the
communist bloc or the more traditional desnotisms of underdeveloped
nations to find real tvranny, renression and unsupportable
coercion. The modern social democracies pernatuate the mvthology
of "self-rule'" by majoritarian electoral nrocess and renresentative
government. They perpetuate the erroneous notion that their
actions represent the rule of '"law'" when in fact, thev are nothing
more than a vrocess of lepitimized and institutionalized theft and
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and countertheft. The modern social democratic state assumes a

moral hlank check on the lives and nroduct of its citizens. '"™Majority
rule'" is nothing more than a constantly fluctuating coalition of
interest groups pollaging a ¢iven minoritv. There are no well-defined
objective principles restraining the legitimate nurpose and functions
of the State, obviously hecause there can be none which would

stand the test of reason; Only the vague notion that anything can

be done to the individual if it annears even momentarilv to serve

an ostensible collective good. DNemocracy is a more soft-spoken
reiteration, in political form, that the end justifys the means.

Or more specifically, the majoritarian ends can always justifyv,
through their clout, the sacrifice of minority rights as a valid
means.

]

The instruments of democracv are those emnloved by tyrannies
throughout the ages. Conscrintion of individuals into military and
civil service in defense of freedom is analogous to raning for
chastity. Since when is slaverv necessarv for the defense of libertv?
It can never he, Taxation cannot he justified by a majority. If
one person opposes the taking of his nronertv that is theft. It
makes no difference in principle if he is rohbed bv one or by 50
million. The taking by initiatorv force of an individual's pronertv
is theft. No amount of flowvery language, legal tradition, imnlied
Social Contracts, altruistic claims or collectivist rationales can
change the fact of theft, slaverv and murder which are currently
accepted as 'moral' in the contemnorarv world,



FOOTNOTES

1 The category of "'defensive” force does in princinle extend to
"retaliatory force;'" although certain distinctions can he made hetween
the two. The princinle involved is the ethical derivation of the
individual's prerogative to defend from attack, theft or threat,

a justifiably acquired value. Personal sovereignty which ultimately
derives from one's nossession of oneself, including non-cornoreal
extensions, ethically mandates the assertion of one's rightful
interests. The nrotection of one's entitlement, the ethical juris-
diction which extends over the realm of one's material properties

and all accompanying prerogatives, such as use, control, disnosition,
- modification ets., is the logically derivable consequence of

one's volitional, and thus, rationallv conscious egoistic nature.

The intial forceful intrusion of another and the accompanying presump-
.tior of a forced superimposition of will debases the operative
1n..egrity of the victims volitional capacity and objectively
necessitates counterforce for removal of the invasion.

2 There is some disagreement within the libertarian movement on the
desirabliity of employing defensive force. Robert LeFevre of

the extreme pacifist wing renortedly onnoses the use of defensive
force even to the point of not hreaking anart a set of manacles
belonging to one's enslaver., ‘fost libertarians would acree, however,
that an individual is entitled to defend himself with force.

There is disagreement over the right of a nrivate citizen to engage
in hot pursuit and circumvent the jurisdictional authority of
government in executing private retaliation and enforced restitution
on the aggressor. The anarchocanitalist nurist, which is the
nosition of the author, does not hrook the imnosition of even
government mononoly on defensive force, as that is an infringement
on the equal liberty of everv individual to compete in the provision
of these services on the free and ormen market. Thus, the
individual, according to the latter, must he free to pursue the
criminal violatior. The nractical caveat that any plantiff wishing
to maintain the trust of his neighbors should voluntarily gain

the sanction of recognized juridical authorities in the annrehension
of the transgressor, does not reduce the essential freedom of the
individual to act in his own defense,

3 This is a de facto forfeiture. Ultimately, one's right to oneself

is unalienable. However, responsihility for the consequences

of one's actions and the conseauences of agencies under one's authority
or control provides the ethical hasis for the forceful imposition

of liability. The forced phvsical intrusion into someone else's life
is grounds for the retaliatory removal of the nhvsical agency
performing the intrusion. The integrated character, in physical

terms at least, of a volitional entitv requires the redirection of
force in assuring canture over the aggressive entitv. A phvsical
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intrusion by an aggressor lowers the ethical identitv and de facto
recognition of self-sovereignty to the level of a mechanistic
phenomenon. The initiation of force is ethically a self-disowning
act. The assertion of elementary nossession (control) over the
physical instrument involved in the aggression does not require
exnlicit transfer of entitlement as the presumntion of entitlement

is perceptibly abandoned. An aggressor nercentible reduces his status
to that of a mechanical (non-self-determining) act of nature,

4 Psycho-epistemology in this context referc to the conscious
capacity of human beings to estahblish criteria for knowledge and

for objectively knowing right from wrong. The concenpt of "nsyvcho-
epistemologyv’ was first develoned hv Barbara Branden and has hecome
a central concept in Ayn Rand's philosonhy of Nhjectivism and
Nathanial Branden's Biocentric Psychology. In her For the New
Intellectual, (New York: Rnadom House, 1961, n. 18) Miss Rand employs
psycho-epistemology to refer to an individual's '"method of
awareness.'" According to Branden: ''Psvcho-epistemology is the study
of the nature of, and the relationshin between, the conscious,
goal-setting, self-regulatory onerations of the mind, and the sub-
conscious, automatic operations." (N. Branden, The Psychology of
Self-Esteem, New York, Bantam Books, 1971, »n. 99.) o

5 The concept of individual rights and its derivation from the ethic
of rational egoism is develoned bv Ayn Rand in several essays in
a -collection of essavs The Virtue of Selfishness.

Not all libertarians explicitlv develon the ethical argument for
individual rights from the ethic of rational egoism. As a con-
zequence, many libertarians are conceptuallv at a loss to consistently
defend the necessity of an individual's right to his (or her) own
life: 4hus, the logically unnecessarv dehates over the right to abort
and the non-obligatory character of various categories of "imnlied
contracts.'" FEven Rand herself fails to draw the full loeical con-
sequences of her ethical system, a fact thrown up to her by Rov A.
Childs Jr. in 1969 (see R, A, Childs Jr., "An Open Letter to Ayn
Rand: Objectivism and the State'" Rational Individualist, August 1969 )

6 1 have subsumed these into a hlanket category called the
"Authoritarian Complex.' Briefly, the authoritarian comnlex is the
system of ideas and attitudes which rationalize and culturally
reinforce the existing system which divests the individual of his
sovereign right to his own life. Mysticism when reduced to hasis
kernel asserts that the universe in which all phenomenal differences
of physical, material nature and of space and time are non-existent.
It further asserts that human cognitive canacities and reasoning
are inferior ways of knowing to the process of faith which requires
relaince on indeterminate sources. ‘'vsticism requires divesting
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oneself of one's cognitive authoritv--and relving on an external
mythical entity or power. Altruism is the ethical doctrine which
logically follows from mvsticism which requires one to live in
opposition to one's rational interests. Collectivism is a general
heading applving to a varietv of social and nolitical doctrines
whggh subordinate the right of the individual to the group and which
thgprize the substantial existence of the group in reified

form. Statism is the organized and legal divestiture of individual
authority into the hands of those holding power through the

coercive monopolies of government. At every level, metanhvsical,
epistemological, ethical and nolitical-economic, the individual is
divested from the authoritv of his world, his mind, his s=1f-
esteem, his life and prorertv. An excellent examnle of mysticism
can be gained in the Fnneads of Plotinus, a mvstic of the third
century, quoted in Elmer O'Brien, Varieties of Mstic FExnerience
(New York: Mentor-Nmega Books, 1064, nn. 23-30.) The relationshins
between mysticism, altruism, collectivism and statism were originally
discussed in a paper delivered bhv the author before a vhilosophy
class at the University of Idaho, “Moscow, 'Mysticism, Altruism,
Collectisism and Statism: The TFour Evils'' (soon to be published

by the Political Action Caucus).

7 By this, I do not mean to sav that libertarian intellectuals

or anyone for that matter should be prevented from saving what they
damm well please. Undoubtedly thev should! What thev must not
permit themselves to do, however, is to fall nrev to an epistemolog-
ical agnosticism by allowing unresolved contradictions to remain
unchallenged. If there is anvthing on which libertarians can agree
unongis the possibilitv and necessitv of knowing richt from wrong.
The Aristotelian princinle of identity, of excluded middle,

does not permit dual identities, i.e, "A" is "A'" or it is mnot "A",

8 There is for examnle, a great hue and crv about the availahility
of "wilderness'" areas for future generations. The absurdity of
attempting to nremise an ethicallv valid claim on property in the
name of non-existent persons with non-existent and unknown desires
is a good example of the insanity which marks '"justice' in the
Authoritarian Complex. Tt is not enough that the individual is
expropriated at everv tyrn for the living and required to shoulder
the responsibilities and liabilities of the dead but now one is
compelled to sacrifice for the unhorn. There is no end to the
types of injustice which the Authoritarian Comnlex concocts.

9 The author has written several essavs on the invalidity of fraud

as a legitimate libertarian prohibition, TFraud punishes an
individual for providing false information or for concealing
information for gain. The usual argument for the prohibition against
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fraud is that it results in the transfer of a value which the

victim would have heen unwilling to give had the accurate or full
information been made available hv the other nartv. The case against
the prohibition of fraud is that the commission of deceit, is

not in itself an act which objectivelv violates an individuals right.
The provision of information or the with-holding of information ..

are within the legitimate purogatives which an individual mav exercise
over his possessions. CGiving awav false information does not

entitle the recipient to a valid claim to damages. The fraud

notion is also wrong because it involves nenaltv for intent and

not the objective character and consequence of the action itself.
Fraud is further invalidated bv its dependence on arbitrarv and
changing social convention and community standards on 'how much
information and how accurate.'" Tor a fuller discussion T refer

the reader to "'The Fraud Question'" and 'Whv TFraud Is Not A Libertar-
ian Concent'" published hy the Political Action Caucus, Seattle,
Washington, 1977.

10 The problem of communicating consent, and its ethical and

legal implication, are discussed at length in a paper by the author:
"A Refutation of the Anti-Abortion Position'' nunlished hy the
Political Action Caucus, Seattle, Washington 1077. A good example
of the traditionalist argument from '"'common law'' nrecedent in
sunport of implied contracts can he found in an article by George
Steven Swan, ''State Imperatives and Abortion: The Consistent
Enforcement of Contract' Ontion, “av-.Tune 1976  n. 12. Mr. Swan's
article is full of logical inconsistencies and is exemnlarv of the
specious arguments advanced by the residualist altruist, minaracist,
conservative wing of the movement. He quotes Corhin on Contracts
that "all contracts are imnlied contracts" in as much as meanings
are 'found by a process of imnlication and inference.'" What Swan
conveniently forgets is that exnlicit concepts must bhe set forth to
permit inferential extrapolations. Swan argues for 'third party
claimants' status for the fetus in spite of the non-existence of anv
agreement or even of the "third nartv' itself at the time of the
action. See my '"Rebuting Swan on Abortion' June 1977.

11 This section obviously cannot deal with the entire issue of
ahortion. It can only establish the core ethical concents and identify
the abstract legal rights involved. Some worthwhile background

on abortion is provided in Lucinda Cisler and .James Clapp's '"'Abortion
Ruling: Some Good News....and Some Bad News'' renrinted by the
Association of Libertarian Teminists with a 1976 Addenda, from
Majority Renort (74 Grove St. NYC 10014 Feb. 1973 and Oct 18, 1975
issues.)

12 Ayn Rand, "The Objectivist Ethics' in The Virtue of Selfishness
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13 In a recent article, Mike Dunn and LvnnKinskv nrovide worth-
while insights into the nosition of voung humans in a libertarian
society. They argue successfullv that children are discriminated
against and violently abused under the paternalistic statist system.
They point out that every rationale for legal discrimination against
children 1<: not necessarily snecific to children. They correctly
proscribe punitive cornoreal punishment and recognize the nersonal
sovereignty of children, they state: "Adults should have to 100k
upon children as sovereign individuals who are canahle of assuming
responsibility and respecting the rights of others'". Dunn and
Kinsky, however, do take some unsunportahle ethical positions., They
say ""There should he no question of the moral resnonsibilitv of
parents toward a child thev have hrought into the world. The
integrity of their commitment, as well as henevolencetowards another
conscious being, should motivate the narents to rear the child
safely and wisely.'" Although narents are nerfectly free to make
that choice, there is no compelling ethical reason for them to sac-
rifice a value merely to this undefined condition called 'henevolence."
Dunn and Kinksy fail to explainidorigin of this resnonsibility or
why its validity is so obviously unquestionable. TIn the 1light of
rational egoism, their assertion is, at the verv best, suspect.
Benevolence is defined as '"a dismosition to do good,’" or "an act

of kindness'" (Webster's Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary, G § C
Merriam Co. Springfield, 1970.) For a rational nerson, the hest good
he can perform is to act in his own rational interests without
infringing on the rights of others. There is no anriori necessity
from this to do good, or act kindly to children, even one's own--
now which fits the rational, objective catecories of obligation in
any case. The Dunn-Kinskv argument from benevolence smacks of the
hocus pocus back-door altruism which afflicts the residualist
personality. Dunn and Kinskv, "Growing Up: The Case for Children's
Rights' Option, June 1976, p. 11.

14 The current collective-statist orientation of the feminist
liberation movement is heing effectivelv redressed at the philosophical
level by the work of the Association of Libertarian Feminists.

The contradiction of rejecting masculine authoritarianism on the

one hand while demanding the authoritarian intrusion of the State

for coercive redistribution has been identified in ALF literature
e.g'"Government Is Women's Enemv' by Sharon Prec:v and Lynn Kinsky;
"Capitalism Liberates Women' by Tonie Nathan and ''Libertarianism and
Feminism' by Sharon Preslev. (Association of Libertarian Feminints

206 Mercer St. New York, N.Y. 10012, 212-674-8154).

15 prederick Engels summarizes this position quite clearly in his
Socialism, Ultopian and Scientific (New York, International Publisher,
1935.) The materialist conception of history starts from the
proposition that the production of the means to support human life
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and next to production, the exchange of things produced, is the basis
of all social structure---From this point of view the final causes
of all social changes and nolitical revolutions are to he sought,

not in men's brains, not in man's better insight into external truth
and justice, but in changes in the modes »f nroduction and exchange.
(See p. 54).

16 pay1 M. Sweezy, one of the leading modern exponents of Marxist
doctine clearly demonstrates the tendency to reifv in his definition
of social relations: :

Society is more than a number of individuals. It is

a number of individuals among whom certain definite and

more or less stahle relations exist. (The Theorv of Can-
italist Develonment, New York, Modern Reader Paverbacks, 1942,

p. 3.)

This view seems entirely plausible, however, its implications
become absurd under closer examination, The existence of 'society"
according to Sweezy denends on substantive and phenomenal

character of '". . . more or less stable relations.’ But in fact,
"relations' refer to the actions and interactions of real entities
in space --the concent of ''relation' does not exist excent as a dis-
embodied abstraction. As such it has use in reasoning but it
cannot he emploved to attribute substance, and thus, indepently
real existence to ''society.'" Individual human heings act, choose,
suffer and enjov - - ''social relations" do not. Society is an
abstraction devoid of content, except in the imaginings of social
metaphysicians such as Marx, Engels, Sweezyv and company.

17 Arthur Schlesinger Jr. explains "In other words, the immense
expansion of the 19th Century was not accomnanied by rising nrices
at all but by FALLING prices.'" Schlesinger, in spite of his
historical research, has no understanding of free market economics.
For instance he speaks of "administrative inflation," as aside from
monetary inflation, which results from the power of firms to set
nrices '"free from the restraints of market comnetition...'" Firms
can only get 'free'" from market comnetition when government regula-
tory agencies and subsidies protect them from competition.
Schlesinger who essentially admits to the failure of market
controls, feels that they mav somehow 'work well . . .when administered
by people who believe in them.'" Schlesinger's belief is as

absurd as the notion that one would be less dead if shot in the
brain by a friend. A. Schlesinger .Jr. "How About Taking Inflation
Seriously', Wall Street Journal, October 30, 1974.

18 Among the authors who should he consulted are: Ludwig von Mises,
Henry Hazlitt, Friederich A. Hayek and Murray N. Rothbard.
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19 Most of the major problems faced in modern times hy the undercap-
italized nations of the so-called "Third" and ''Fourth Worlds"
result from the retardative influences of "orientwal'' bureaucracies
and their political-economic predations, or of the stultification
of individual entrepreneurship and technical charge in communal-tribal
societies. China, for example, has had a wealth of intelligent,
industrious individuals in a region rich in natural resources. At
every point in Chinese history the rise of industry was held back,
not by a lack of inventiveness, hut bv an ethical disregard for
the rights of the individual. Present-dav problems of famine,
flood and drought are the direct results of statist practices in
earlier times. A great work on the tyrannical hureaucracies, the
forerunners of the modern totalitarian states, is Karl A, Wilt-
fogel's Oriental Desnotism: A Comnaritive Studv of Total Power (New
Haven, Yale Imiversity Press, 1957.) o

@ Vincent Q“?Miller presents a series of stunning descrintions

for some of.reasonsbehind the famines which continuously nlague the
undeveloped nations. He explains that agricultural productivity

is low because of a lack of industrialization and the latter

cannot function effecientlv without nrivate investment and management.
Where the government regulation of industrv is an impediment to

its growth in the few quasi-proorietarian democracies, central
planning is the stultification of industry and collectivization, the
ruination of agriculture. Miller points to the fact that in Soviet
Russia the privately-owned garden plots of Russian neasants
comprising only 3% of the total agricultural area produces 48% of
the total Soviet farm output. Ile noints out that prior to the Bol-
shevik takeover, the l'kraine was the food exnoi"ting 'bread
basket'" of Furone. (V. H., Miller "World Famine-A Political
Phenomenon?' COption V. IV #4, p.6) An analysis of Chinese
communist agricultural problems resulting from bureaucratic mis-
management is available; John Lossing Buck et al, Food and Agri-
culture in Communist China (London: Frederich A. Praeger, 1968).

21 Thid. p.b.

22 Mark Tier, "Hong Kong" Reason Magazine, June 1977, Vol. 9, #2
Pe 58.

23 Ibid. Pe 62.



